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Abstract of Thesis entitled: 
Why Does(n't) Partner's Effort Count? 
Implicit Theories and their Implications for Relational Self-Regulation 
submitted by HUI, Chin Ming 
for the degree of Master of Philosophy in Psychology 
at the Chinese University of Hong Kong in August 2007 
Relational self-regulation is not just an intrapersonal process but also a dyadic 
dynamic. However, the important interpersonal dynamics by which two parties 
devote their effort jointly to improve a relationship are largely under-addressed. The 
present research explores the utility of the implicit theories people hold in accounting 
for the individual differences in the assistance they give their partner in improving 
their partner's personality. Two specific types of implicit theories about fixedness 
and malleability of personal attributes (also known as entity and incremental theories) 
were examined for their implications for people's inferences about and support for 
their partner's effort. In the extant literature, incremental (versus entity) theorists 
have been found to understand human behaviours in terms of dynamic processes 
(versus static dispositions). Accordingly, incremental theorists are more likely to use 
dynamic situational cues to draw predictions and make behavioral responses. In 
contrast with entity theorists, therefore, incremental theorists are postulated to 
foresee the partner's future improvement as based upon the effort of their relational 
partner, a dynamic property (tested in Studies 1-3). Accordingly, they are more likely 
to proactively support and sustain their partner's effort (tested in Studies 4-5). The 
proposal was reliably supported by a series of five studies using varying dependent 
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variables (prediction of improvement, attribution, and self-reported behavioral 
response) and the viewpoint they hold towards the interaction (as a partner and a 
third person). The present research highlights the importance of personal epistemic 
beliefs in cultivating united effort from two partners in improving their relationship. 
(247 words) 
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Implicit Theories and their Implications for Relational Self-Regulation 
In their daily encounters, people work to adjust their behaviours to build up, 
maintain, and repair relationships. Still, by intuition, a relationship may not always 
turn better if only one person invests in the relationship. Essentially, a relationship is 
an interpersonal process. Therefore, within the relational context, whether the 
relational partner appreciates and supports one's effort may largely determine the 
successes of relational self-regulation. 
So, do people sustain partner's dedication? The answer is "Some do and some 
do not!" To at least some individuals, their partner's effort may not mean something 
good to a relationship, such that they do not support the partner's effort. The present 
research examined how such an individual difference in valuation of partner's effort 
is shaped by implicit theories, which set up meaning frames for inference and 
behavioural response. It is hoped to put forth an epistemic explanation why people 
do or do not appreciate and support their partner's effort to become a better partner. 
The Importance of Individuals ‘ Involvement in Maintaining Their Partner 's Effort in 
Relational Self-Regulation 
In classic interdependence theory (Kelly & Thibaut，1978; Rusbult & van Lange, 
1996), a relationship outcome is proposed as a joint product of the input from the two 
dyadic partners. This notion is commonly held in the extensive volume of 
relationship literature (e.g., Holmes, 2000, 2002; Murray, Holmes, & Collins, 2006; 
Reis, Collins, & Berscheid，2000). And, this idea may be further extended to the 
important domain of relational self-regulation, which has been documented as vital 
to relational successes (Gottman, 1994; Halford, Sanders, & Behrens，1994; Levine 
& Markman，2001). 
By definition, relational self-regulation is the process that energizes enduring 
Implicit Theories 6 
and temporary cognitive and behavioral adjustment indispensable to the optimization 
of relationship compatibility (Halford et al.，1994; Vohs & Finkel, 2006). In the 
extant relationship literature, the intrapsychic process by which an individual deploys 
effort and resources to improve has been broadly discussed (e.g., Moretti & Higgins, 
1999; Rawn & Vohs, 2006). Still, little has been discussed about the role of the 
relational partner within one's self-regulatory process. As depicted in Figure 1， 
relational self-regulation toward one's personal improvement does not just depend 
upon one's own effort (an intrapsychic process depicted by path a), but also relies on 
the partner's accompanying assistance elicited by this dedication (an interpersonal 
process depicted by path b; Vohs & Finkel，2006). Some previous research suggests 
that the interpersonal process of relational self-regulation is also important to sustain 
the partner's effort and thus increase the chance of the partner's personal 
improvement. It is presumed that, if the partner's effort to become a better partner is 
not positively inferred and supported by the receiver, this effort alone may not 
translate into mutual satisfaction and improved dyadic adjustment. 
Person A's positive 
Person A's inference and support 
implicit theory ^ ^ 
Person A's p r o c e s s ^ ^ / { � , , � 
(c) (b) 
Person B's process Z 
Person B's ^ Person B's 
effort (a) improvement 
Figure 1. Implicit Theories and Interpersonal Dynamics of Relational 
Self-Regulation 
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Pro-relational inference of partner's effort is vital to partner's self-regulation. In 
the extant literature, positive evaluation of the partner's effort may set up a positive 
and supportive interpersonal context and hence initiate a self-fulfilling prophecy 
involving partner's actual change (Jussim, 1991; Merton, 1948). For example, 
idealization of partner predicts partner's improvement six months later (Murray, 
Holmes, & Griffin，1996). On the contrary, expectation of rejection and 
rejection-related inference increases the chance of rejection and other negative 
behaviours by the romantic partner (Downey & Feldman, 1996; Downey, Freitas， 
Michaelis, & Khouri，1998; Levy, Ayduk, & Downey，2001). Presumably, like other 
abovementioned constructs, inferring positive scenarios from partner's effort may 
create hopes and hence a self-fulfilling prophecy that maintains partner's 
self-regulation and hence promotes partner's final change. 
Not surprisingly, there is already some evidence that a person's support of their 
partner's effort is crucial to their partner's self-regulation. When people support their 
partner's effort, the supportive behaviour itself expresses one's love and care for the 
partner (Cobb, 1976). More importantly, it also provides the partner with emotional 
reassurance and information for coping with stresses and difficulties encountered in 
the self-regulatory process (Kirschner & Kirschner, 1991; Ruvolo & Brennan，1997; 
Winefield, 1987). All these interpersonal dynamics in turn foster maintenance of 
partner's effort and hence his or her improvement. 
Given the importance of people's involvement in their partner's self-regulation, 
the research topic appears to be largely under-examined. Specifically, why people 
appreciate and support partner's self-regulatory effort is a crucial and yet 
under-explored research question for relationship studies and couple education. The 
present research is designed to provide a social cognitive explanation for the 
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individual differences in response to partner's effort (the linkage is depicted by path c 
in Figure 1). 
In general, people tend to feel satisfied and behave constructively in response to 
their partner's effort (e.g., Hendy, Eggen, Gustitus，McLeod，& Ng, 2003; Wilson, 
Charker, Lizzio, Halford, & Kimlin，2005). Still, not everyone does so. Partner's 
effort is appreciated and supported by people largely because of the belief that effort 
can improve one's personality and thus the relationship. Interestingly, not all people 
hold such a belief, but rather the opposite, viz., that effort is just another sign of 
relationship incompatibility, and these people may not sustain, and sometimes even 
obstruct, the partner's relational self-regulation (Au & Chiu, 2006; Dweck， 
2006).This individual difference in valuation of partner's effort opens the possibility 
to test the role of pertinent epistemic sources in this interpersonal cognition. 
Specifically, the present study examined how implicit theories act as interpretive 
systems to colour people's inferences about and behavioral responses to partner's 
effort. 
Implicit Theories as Meaning Systems in Romantic Relationships 
According to the classic model of the cognitive affective personality system 
(CAPS; Mischel & Shoda, 1995, 1998)，the behavioral consistency of an individual 
is featured by a stable network of associations among mental representations such 
that a situation-cued representation reliably activates an associated 
cognitive-affective response in an "if-then" fashion. In the same vein, relationship 
research has closely examined how one's response is triggered by psychological 
features of the partner in an if-then fashion (Anderson & Chen, 2002; Baldwin, 1992). 
More importantly, the contingency between a feature of the partner and one's own 
response is presumably moderated and organized by a meaning frame derived from a 
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coherent set of beliefs or a mindset (Baldwin, 2005; Chen, Boucher, & Tapias, 2006; 
Fletcher & Fitness，1996; Holmes, 2000, 2002; Holmes & Murray，1996; Murray et 
al., 2006). One such type of beliefs is the implicit theories people hold. 
Implicit theories are domain-specific beliefs that individuals develop to guide 
understanding, prediction, and control (Dweck, Chiu, & Hong, 1995; Levy, Chiu，& 
Hong, 2006; Molden & Dweck，2006; Schneider, 1973). These beliefs are termed 
implicit theories because, unlike formal scientific theories, they are seldom given 
explicit articulation. However, these theories have been consistently shown to 
provide an epistemic context for social inference and judgment (e.g., Molden & 
Dweck, 2006; Ross, 1989), which in turn reduces epistemic uncertainty by 
establishing a sense of prediction and control mastery (Plaks, Grant, & Dweck， 
2005). 
Two basic types of implicit theories people hold have been identified and 
broadly investigated (Dweck et al., 1995; Dweck & Leggett, 1988): an entity theory 
that conceptualizes a personal attribute as relatively fixed and unchangeable, and an 
incremental theory that conceptualizes a personal attribute as relatively malleable 
and dynamic. These two implicit theories set up distinct interpretative frameworks 
for routine inferential practices. One of the most distinctive differences is trait-
versus process-based inference. It has been proposed that entity theorists are inclined 
to understand and predict self and other's action in trait or dispositional terms. In 
contrast, incremental theorists tend to understand and predict human behaviours in 
terms of situational factors and specific psychological mediators (e.g., goals, needs, 
and affective states). Accordingly, compared to incremental theorists, entity theorists 
are inclined to make more dispositional attributions (Chiu, Hong, & Dweck，1997; 
Dweck, Hong, & Chiu，1993) and assign dispositional information more weight on 
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social decision making (Gervey, Chiu, Hong, & Dweck，1999; Wan, Chiu，& Luk, 
2005). 
Recently, implicit theories about malleability or fixedness of personality and 
relationship have been demonstrated to have implications for inferences of and 
response to interpersonal events in the context of close relationships. The findings 
show that people who hold that personality is fixed or relationship success is destined 
are disposed to see faults as relatively stable and therefore actively engage in 
evaluation processes (Dweck, 2006; Knee, Patrick, & Lonsbary，2003) such that the 
relationship outcomes, like longevity and satisfaction, are largely defined by initial 
and concurrent assessment of partner's personality and relationship satisfaction 
(Knee, 1998; Knee, Nanayakkara, Victor, Neighbors, & Patrick, 2001; Ruvolo & 
Rotondo, 1998). In addition, they are unmotivated to voice discomfort bringing little 
hope of change during relationship conflicts (Kammrath & Dweck，2006; Knee, 
1998). 
In contrast, the same set of studies shows that, people who hold that a 
personality is malleable or relationship success is improvable are disposed to take a 
long-term relationship orientation and engage in relationship-promoting behaviours 
(Dweck, 2006; Knee et al., 2003). Their behaviours are weakly influenced, if any, by 
the levels of partner's personality and relationship satisfaction assessed at the 
beginning of the relationship (Knee, 1998; Knee et al., 2001). Moreover, in a conflict 
situation, they are highly motivated to voice their discomfort (Kammrath & Dweck， 
2006; Knee, 1998) and show fewer declines in commitment than do those holding an 
entity theory (Knee, Patrick, Victor, & Neighbors, 2004). 
As noted from the findings cited above, the extant literature primarily examined 
the psychological consequences of the interaction between implicit theories and 
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perception of partner's stable personal characteristics. The present research further 
examines how implicit theories as meaning systems organize and guide one's 
understanding of and response to a relatively more dynamic process-pertinent cue, 
namely partner's effort, in an if-then fashion. It is presumed that incremental (versus 
entity) theorists are more responsive to the information about partner's effort, 
because, as mentioned earlier, they tend to rely on dynamic information to make 
interpersonal judgments. 
Partner，s Effort and Its Inference: The Role of Implicit Theories 
People will not be responsive to a situational cue unless they have good reasons 
to accord it importance. Similarly, people may be responsive to partner's effort partly 
depending upon whether they believe that effort is likely to translate into future 
improvement (Au & Chiu，2006; Dweck，2006). Past research suggested that 
expectation about the future has a profound impact on one's subsequent decision 
making (Hoyle & Sherrill, 2006; Nurmi，2005; Trommsdorff, Burger, & Fuchsle, 
1982). Similar findings have also been documented in the relationship domain (e.g., 
Beck, 1989; Rumble, 2005). The present study proposed that implicit theories as 
meaning systems may influence the inference or prediction of partner's future 
improvement based upon partner's effort. 
It is presumed that incremental theorists are more responsive to partner's effort 
more than entity theorists because partner's effort is more meaningful to them. As 
noted earlier, entity and incremental theorists differ in their reliance on trait- versus 
process-based information for social inference. Accordingly, entity theorists, who 
hold a static view of personality, tend to infer partner's personal quality in stable 
terms, such that substantial improvement is perceived as unlikely. This is consistent 
with the abovementioned findings that, for people who hold that relationship success 
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is destined, the relationship outcome is largely predictable by the initial report on 
relational experiences, such as partner's personality and relationship satisfaction 
(Knee, 1998; Knee et al., 2001). In this vein, entity theorists may not believe that 
effort can bring substantial improvement. On the contrary, incremental theorists who 
hold a dynamic view of personality tend to infer partner's personal quality as largely 
improvable. Thus, they are likely to believe that partner's effort, as a relevant process 
mediator, signals the partner's potential improvement in the future. This proposal 
will be empirically tested in the present research. 
Some preliminary evidence supports the notion that implicit theories organize 
the conceptual linkage between effort and improvement. For instance, Hong, Chiu, 
Dweck, Lin, and Wan (1999) examined how implicit theories of intelligence shape 
one's attribution for academic failures and coping strategies. It was found that, 
compared to entity theorists, incremental theorists are more likely to attribute 
academic failures to lack of effort (versus ability) and participate in remedial courses. 
Moreover, direct evidence in the relational context (Au & Chiu，2006) showed that 
effort is desirable for a relationship if it is believed that relationship compatibility is 
cultivatable; however, given the belief that relationship compatibility is sealed or 
fixed, effort is just another sign of relationship inadequacies. All these findings imply 
that incremental theorists are more inclined than entity theorists to believe that 
improvement is contingent on effort. 
It is worth noting that the utility of implicit theories on perception of temporal 
improvement is vital to the research on temporal comparison. In the literature, 
perception of improvement has been widely conceptualized as a manifestation of 
self- and relationship-enhancing motivation (Albert, 1977; Frye, 2006; Wilson & 
Ross, 2001). Still, as cognitive constructs implicit theories could also play a role in 
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temporal perception. Indeed, previous studies showed that individuals tend to make 
retrospective judgments by retrieving and creating memories that are consistent with 
their implicit beliefs (Robinson & Clore，2002; Ross, 1989). More importantly, the 
present research provides a valuable opportunity to demonstrate how implicit 
theories shape meanings of situational cues (i.e., partner's effort) and hence influence 
prospective prediction of partner's improvement in an if-then manner (Mischel & 
Shoda，1995，1998). 
Implicit Theories and Behavioral Responses to Partner 's Effort 
Relational self-regulation is an interpersonal process, in which people's support 
and encouragement are crucial to the maintenance of their partner's effort and hence 
ultimately the improvement of the partner (e.g., Ruvolo & Brennan, 1997). This 
interpersonal component of relational self-regulation is an important and yet 
overlooked research area for social psychological research as well as couple 
education. Given that interpersonal cognition can create behavioral incentives 
(Baldwin, 2005; Fletcher & Fitness，1996), the present study further examines the 
role of implicit theories in shaping behavioral support for versus ignorance of 
partner's effort. 
For some reasons, such as social credits given for partner's effort (Hendy et al. 
2003)，both entity and incremental theorists may appreciate partner's effort, and so 
are responsive to partner's effort. Nonetheless, entity theorists tend to be less 
responsive to the partner's effort, while incremental theorists are more likely to 
support the partner's effort. One reason concerns the static versus dynamic view they 
hold for the future of the relationship. In the research on relationship attribution, the 
inferred stability of partner's negative behaviours is found to be responsible for 
relationship dysfunctions (e.g., Bradbury & Fincham, 1990; Fincham & Bradbury， 
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1992). Moreover, it is also noted that anticipation of relationship improvement is 
beneficial to coping with relational threats (Kamey & Frye，2002). These findings 
consistently suggest that the view of stability versus improvement has its behavioral 
consequences. As hypothesized earlier in the present study, incremental theorists tend 
to be more optimistic about their partner's improvement in the presence of the 
partner's effort. Therefore, they may tend to support the partner for his or her effort. 
On the contrary, entity theorists may choose to act passively in response to the 
partner's effort as, from their perspective，it cannot make their partner better. 
The second reason concerns the instrumentality of one's own investment. 
Presumably, implicit theories define expectations about the usefulness of different 
behavioral responses, and hence set up preferences among a collection of available 
behavioral choices (e.g., Kammrath & Dweck，2006; Knee et al., 2003). In general， 
incremental theorists for a specific domain (e.g.，intelligence, emotion and health) 
tend to prefer and invest effort to improve that domain (Hong et al., 1999; 
Rosenstock, Strecher, & Becker，1988; Tamir, John, Srivastava, & Gross，2007). In 
line with these findings, incremental theorists may believe that their own effort or 
investment, together with the partner's effort, can improve their relationships (Dweck, 
2006). Accordingly, they may actively engage in supportive behaviours, especially 
when their partner displays effort. On the other hand, entity theorists may cast doubt 
on the value of any inputs in improving the relationship, so that they tend to act 
passively to the relationship, and may remain passive in relating to their partner. 
Aims and Overview of the Studies 
In the present research, a series of five studies is designed to examine how 
implicit theories guide interpersonal cognition and behaviours pertinent to partner's 
effort. As depicted in Table 1，the first three studies examined how implicit theories 
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define the conceptual connection between partner's effort and partner's personal 
improvement by testing how individuals predict their partner's improvement from 
their effort (Studies 1 and 3) and how they attribute the persistence of negative 
interpersonal qualities (Study 2). Studies 4 and 5 tested how implicit theories 
influence one's responses to partner's effort. It is hypothesized that, in contrast with 
entity theorists, incremental theorists are more likely to believe that partner's effort 
will lead to the partner's personal improvement; in addition, incremental theorists are 
more inclined to behave in a relationship-constructive way if the partner displays 
effort. 
Table 1 
Plan of the Five Studies 
Outcome Variables 
Perception of Attribution of Negative Behavioral Responses 
Viewpoint Other's Improvement Interpersonal Quality to Other's Effort 
Third Person Study 1 Study 2 Study 4 
Partner Study 3 - Study 5 
It is important to note that participants were asked to respond to a hypothetical 
relationship from a third-person perspective (Studies 1，2，and 4), as well as to their 
own ongoing relationships (Studies 3 and 5). A third-person perspective was 
examined for two important purposes. First, given the presence of motivational 
biases in one's own relationships, implicit theories may not work differently from the 
perspective as a partner and as a third person. The inclusion of both perspectives 
allows direct contrast between them. Second, in real-life situations, people do not just 
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deal with their own relationships; they also seek advice and support for other 
people's relationships. Thus, it is of social psychological significance to examine 
what advice different theorists deliver to other people. 
Since implicit theories are domain-specific beliefs (Dweck et al.，1995), the role 
of implicit theories should be examined in a particular domain to give a fair test of 
the hypotheses. Accordingly, the present research chose only one of the personality 
domains, namely interpersonal quality, to examine how implicit theories influence 
the association between effort and improvement. This choice is justified for two 
reasons. First, in the relationship literature, among multiple personal attributes, 
interpersonal quality is unequivocally found as the most crucial to relationship 
success (e.g., Fetcher, Simpson, Thomas, & Giles，1999; Simpson & Gangestad， 
1992). Another reason is that, despite its importance, paradoxically, partner's 
interpersonal quality is usually misperceived even before or in the beginning of a 
marriage (Holmes & Boon，1990; Huston & Geis, 1993). Thus, it is not uncommon 
for individuals to cope with the emerging incompatibility which was unnoticed at the 
beginning of the relationship. 
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Chapter Two: Empirical Studies 
Study 1: Prediction of the Other's Improvement as a Function of Implicit Theories 
and Perception of the Other's Effort 
Study 1 was designed to demonstrate if incremental versus entity theorists differ 
in their conception of the link between effort and improvement in other people's 
interpersonal quality. It is predicted that incremental theorists tend to predict more 
substantial improvement in one's interpersonal quality, if one puts more effort; entity 
theorists tend to predict little, if any, improvement regardless of the input of effort. 
Method 
Participants 
Fifty four undergraduates (37 female and 17 male, mean age = 20.08) 
participated in the study in exchange of HK$30. 
Materials and Procedures 
Participants were recruited to a study titled, "Interpersonal Attitudes Study". 
Upon arrival, participants first filled in the scales of implicit theories of interpersonal 
quality and personality, and were then presented with one vignette. 
Vignette. The vignette depicts a person (of the opposite sex from the participant) 
who does or does not want to improve his or her poor personal qualities. Half of the 
participants read about an incentive to improve one's interpersonal quality while the 
other read about no such incentive. The two versions presenting an [no] incentive for 
effort are presented below: 
Siu-mei is an ordinary person, similar to peers of the same age. She has 
been dating recently. After being involved in a romantic relationship, 
Siu-mei found that her personal qualities are not good enough and often 
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lead to difficulties in the relationship. Accordingly, she planned to improve 
herself for the partner and the relationship. [Nevertheless, she did not plan 
to improve herself for the partner and the relationship.] 
Measure of attribute change. Participants were instructed to rate their 
impression and estimate within-one-year changes on 30 interpersonal attributes using 
a 7-point Likert scale (-3 = less than the present, 0 二 wo change, and 3 = more than 
the present). The interpersonal attributes involved 18 positive items (e.g., 
understanding, humorous, and supportive) and 12 negative items (e.g., lazy, moody, 
and distant) were selected from a larger pool of personality descriptors important to a 
romantic relationships (Hui & Bond，2006). The ratings of negative attributes were 
reverse scored such that a positive value represents desirable change. Ratings of 
attributes of both valences were combined in subsequent analyses (a = .88). 
Manipulation check. Participants estimated the degree of effort the person in the 
vignette would put his or her improvement within a year on a 9-point Likert scale (1 
二 vg^^ little, and 9 = vg^^ much). 
Implicit Theories of Interpersonal Quality and Personality (ITIQ and ITP). 
Participants completed a three-item scale of ITP (Chiu et al., 1997) on a 6-point 
Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 6 = strongly agree). The scale of ITIQ was 
constructed by revising the content of the scale of ITP. The three items are: 
"Interpersonal quality is something very basic, and it can't be changed very much", 
"Whether a person can relate to other harmoniously is a very basic disposition about 
him/her, and it can't be changed very much", and "If a person wants to change 
his/her interpersonal quality, he/she has few things to do". An entity (incremental) 
theorist will get a higher (lower) score on the scale. The alphas of ITIQ and ITP 
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yielded acceptable values of .88 and .65 (Ms = 3.36，4.19，SDs = 1.04，.79, 
respectively). 
Results and Discussion 
Preliminary Analyses 
Preliminary analyses of this and the remaining studies showed that demographic 
variables, such as gender, age, dating status, and length of romance, were not related 
to ITIQ. Moreover, though the domain-specific ITIQ and more general ITP were 
highly correlated across the studies (mean r = .68)，subsequent analyses showed that 
ITP neither reliably associated with the dependent variables nor reduced the 
predictive utility of ITIQ. Thus, these variables will not be discussed here and in 
subsequent studies. 
Manipulation Check 
Effort rating was significantly higher in the effort-present {M= 6.28，SD = .27) 
than in the effort-absent (M= 4.96, SD = .25) condition, /(53) = 12.67，/? < .001. 
ITIQ did not affect or modify the effect of effort condition. Thus, the manipulation 
was effective. 
Core Analyses 
A multiple regression analysis on change rating was performed as a function of 
ITIQ, effort and their interaction (Aiken & West，1991; West, Aiken, & Krull，1996). 
The dummy variable of effort condition (0 = effort-absent, and 1 = effort-present), 
and the standardized score of ITIQ in the first step of the multiple regression analysis, 
along with the interaction term (i.e., the product of the two variables) in the second 
step. 
The analysis found that, among the main effects, only the effort condition was 
significant, p = .44，t{52) = 3.55, p < .001. Moreover, the effect of effort was 
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qualified by ITIQ, P = -.41, /(51) = -2.55,p = .01. Figure 2 depicts the predicted 
scores for entity and incremental theorists (1 SD above and below the scale mean) in 
the effort-absent and effort-present conditions. 
Ancillary analyses indicated that entity theorists were indifferent to 
effort-related cues in predicting attribute change, (3 = .13，/(51) = .80, ns. However, 
incremental theorists predicted more change in the effort-present than the 
effort-absent condition, p = .74, /(51) = 4.45,/? < .001. 
Summary 
Study 1 showed that incremental theorists believe that improvement is 
contingent upon effort, while entity theorists do not. In other words, the information 
about a person's effort is not always interpreted as a cue for improvement; it happens 
only if the interpersonal quality is believed to be changeable. 
0.8「 . 
Q 1 _ I ^ H • Effort-absence 
^ ^ H 園 Effort-presence 
• • • 
0 ——‘ ——‘ 
Incremental (-1 SD) Entity (+1 SD) 
Theorist Type 
Figure 2. Prediction of Other's Improvement as a Function of ITIQ and Perception of 
Other's Effort (Study 1) 
Study 2: Implicit Theories and Effort Attribution on Undesired Interpersonal 
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Outcomes 
Study 1 demonstrated that incremental theorists believe that effort can lead to 
improvement, while entity theorists do not. One explanation is that entity theorists 
(versus incremental theorists) are more likely to believe that an undesired personal 
quality is a result of inability (a static account) instead of lack of effort (a dynamic 
account; Dweck，2000; Hong et al., 1999). 
To empirically test the proposal, the next study examined how different theorists 
attribute the origin (ability versus effort) of an undesired interpersonal quality 
depicted in a vignette. 
Method 
Participants 
Thirty nine undergraduates (16 female and 23 male, mean age = 20.00) were 
recruited in libraries within a university campus and their participation was on a 
voluntary basis. 
Materials and Procedure 
Participants were asked to fill in scales of the ITIQ and the ITP and distracter 
items, and then reported their attitude toward an interpersonal vignette. Most of the 
participants spent less than 10 minutes completing the questionnaire. 
Vignette and questions. Participants were presented a vignette describing a 
sequence of scenarios happening in a hypothetical relationship, along with questions 
specific to each scenario. The vignette described a male party who persistently 
behaves badly towards his romantic partner (see Appendix A). 
Beliefs about the input of effort and effort-improvement contingency. 
Participants were asked if the male party would put in effort to improve his 
interpersonal behaviours, and if the male party can really improve after putting in 
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effort. The participants rated their response on a 7-point Likert scale (1 二 strongly 
disagree, and 7 = strongly agree). 
Attribution. Participants attributed the origins of the undesired interpersonal 
quality and relationship outcome to effort and ability (separately in the stages 
depicting the start and the end of the hypothetical relationship). Two other 
attributional factors (luck and difficulties) were added to serve as fillers. The 
participants again rated their response on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 
and 7 = strongly agree). 
ITIQ and ITP. The same three-item scales of ITIQ and ITP were administered to 
participants (Ms = 3.67, 4.15, SDs = .95，.82, as 二 .80，.75，respectively). 
Results and Discussion 
Beliefs about Input of Effort and Effort-Improvement Contingency 
ITIQ did not significantly correlate with the perception of willingness to put in 
effort, r(39) = -.28，p = .09. That belief had no influence on other dependent variables 
(ps > .30). Paralleling Study 1，ITIQ positively correlated with belief about the 
effort-improvement contingency, r(39) = -.52, p < .001. 
Core Analysis: Effort Attribution 
Since the primary interest of the research is to contrast the differential use of 
effort versus ability attributions, a predominant effort-attribution index was 
calculated by computing a difference score (effort - ability) for ease of interpretation. 
The analyses showed that ITIQ is negatively related to this index, r(39) = -.34，p 
<.05. 
Summary 
The result of the study indicated that, unlike incremental theorists, entity 
theorists tend to understand the origin of undesired interpersonal behaviours in terms 
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of ability (a static account) rather than lack of effort (a dynamic account). It is worth 
noting that the pattern was not due to differential perception of one's input to a 
relationship. In line with this reasoning, and as found in Study 1，entity theorists do 
not believe that effort can lead to great improvement. In other word, entity theorists 
tend to endorse the dysfunctional relationship belief that the partner cannot change 
(Beck, 1989; Eidelson & Epstein，1982). 
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Study 3: Prediction of Partner's Improvement as a Function of Implicit Theories and 
Perception of Partner's Effort 
Studies 1 and 2 have suggested that, from a third-person perspective, 
incremental theorists believe that improvement is contingent upon effort, while entity 
theorists do not. Study 3 examined if implicit theories also guide perception of 
partner in one's current ego-involving relationships. Specifically, it tested if implicit 
theories also shape perception of the current partner's future interpersonal quality 
based upon perceived level of his or her effort. 
Method 
Participants 
Fifty five university students (34 female and 21 male, mean age 二 20.60) 
participated in the study in exchange for HK$30. Fifty participants characterized 
their current romantic relationship as exclusive dating, while the remaining 
participants reported casual dating. The mean length of the relationships was 17.93 
months (ranging from 1 to 60 months). 
Materials and Procedures 
Participants first rated the scales of the ITIQ and the ITP，and then the scales 
measuring one's perception of the partner's effort, the partner's current and future 
levels of interpersonal quality. 
Perception of the partner，s effort, and the partner 's current and future levels of 
interpersonal quality. The list of 30 interpersonal qualities used in Study 1 was used. 
Participants rated the partner's effort in improving each attribute on a 9-point Likert 
scale (1 = very little’ and 9 = very much). The participants also rated their perception 
of the partner's current and future levels of each of the 30 interpersonal qualities on a 
9-point scale (1 = much less than most of the peers, 5 = average, and 9 = much more 
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than most of the peers). The ratings of negative attributes were reverse scored so that 
a greater value represents a more desirable level of the attribute. 
The questionnaire order of the three sets of questions was randomized and did 
not have any effect on the results. Since the attribute valence did not have any impact 
on the preliminary analyses, the ratings of attributes of both valences were combined 
for simplicity of analysis and presentation. 
Results and Discussion 
Descriptive Statistics 
Cronbach alphas, descriptive statistics and correlations are presented in Table 2. 
Consistent with the past literature (Frye & Karney，2002; Sprecher, 1999)， 
participants perceived that partner's interpersonal quality will be better in the future 
(M= 5.87, SD = .73) than in the present (M= 5.75，SD = .72)，/(54) 二 2.98，/? < .01. 
Table 2 
Descriptive Statistics, Cronbach Alphas and the Correlation Matrix of Variables (Study 3) 
M SD a i 2 3 4 
l . ITIQ ^ Y l 
2. I I P 4.38 .77 .71 .62*** 
3.PE 4.76 1.12 .94 -.25 -.19 
4. PCIQ 5.75 .72 .83 -.30* -.12 .28* 
5.PFIQ 5.87 .73 .84 -.29* -.16 .29* .91*** 
Note. PE = Perception of the partner's effort; PCIQ = Perception of the partner's 
current level of interpersonal quality; PFIQ = Perception of the partner's future level 
of interpersonal quality. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***/? < .001. 
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Core Analyses 
A multiple regression analysis was conducted to examine the partner's future 
level of interpersonal quality. First, three standardized scores of ITIQ, perception of 
the partner's effort, and the partner's current level of interpersonal quality were 
entered into the first step of multiple regression analysis. After that, the two 
interaction terms were computed by multiplying standardized scores on the ITIQ and 
perception of the partner's effort or partner's current level of interpersonal quality 
and they were then entered into the second step of multiple regression analysis. 
The multiple regression analysis showed that only one of the main effects was 
significant. Specifically, perception of partner's current and future levels of 
interpersonal quality were highly related, p 二 .90，/(51)= 14.41,/? < .001. Moreover, 
the interaction term of ITIQ and perception of partner's effort (as depicted in Figure 
3) was also significant, p = -.15，/(49) = -2.66, p = .01，while there was no interaction 
effect between ITIQ and perception of the partner's current level of interpersonal 
quality, P = . 0 7 , � 4 9 ) = 1.15, 
Ancillary analyses suggested that entity theorists downplayed the role of the 
partner's effort in their judgment of partner's future level of interpersonal quality, P 二 
-.11，/(49) = -1.32，ns. In contrast, incremental theorists anticipated a higher level of 
interpersonal quality, if the perceived partner's effort were higher, P = .26，/(49)= 
2.56,/? = .01. 
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Figure 3. Prediction of the Partner's Improvement as a Function of ITIQ and 
Perception of the Partner's Effort (Study 3) 
Summary 
In general, the results replicated the pattern of Study 1. Specifically, entity 
theorists made similar predictions of partner's improvement regardless of the 
perceived level of partner's effort. In contrast, incremental theorists predicted more 
improvement in the partner if the partner demonstrated more effort. For entity 
theorists, the partner's effort brings little good to the relationship's future and thus 
was devalued. The results suggested that implicit theories apply to guide one's use of 
situational cues (i.e., the partner's effort) in drawing inferences about the partner. 
It should be noted that there was no interaction effect between ITIQ and 
partner's current level of interpersonal quality. This lack of result suggested that, 
given a narrow frame of time (i.e., within three months), both types of implicit 
theorist tend to rely heavily on partner's current interpersonal quality in judging 
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his/her future level of interpersonal quality. Future studies may examine if the 
finding is generalizable across a longer time frame. 
Moreover, it is noted that ITIQ was correlated with perception of the partner's 
current interpersonal quality. However, the correlation did not replicate in Study 5 
(see below), which involved a larger sample. Hence, it may be considered a 
questionable correlation. 
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Study 4: Pro-Relationship Recommendation as a Function of Implicit Theories and 
Perception of the Partner's Effort 
Studies 1 to 3 supported the notion that incremental theorists tend to infer future 
improvement from the presence of effort, while entity theorists do not. Accordingly, 
incremental theorists may engage in more relationship-constructive strategies if a 
partner puts more effort towards improving his/her interpersonal quality. In contrast, 
entity theorists would behave similarly towards the partner regardless of the partner's 
level of perceived effort. 
To test the proposal about the if-then contingency between the partner's effort 
and relational strategies, we adopted a similar vignette design as in Study 1 and 
asked participants to advise a male party in relating to a female party who put a lot of 
(versus little) effort. 
Method 
Participants 
Fifty-eight undergraduates (38 female and 20 male, mean age = 20.02) 
participated in the study for credit in an introductory psychology course. 
Materials and Procedures 
The same set of vignettes and manipulation check used in Study 1 was 
administered with additional description of the undesired behaviours. Participants 
were asked to suggest how the male party should relate to the female party who 
displays a number of undesired behaviours and expresses intention to put a lot of 
(versus little) effort towards changing. 
Pro-relationship recommendation. Participants rated if they would recommend 
the male party to stay in the relationships using four items ('The male party should 
not leave the relationship', 'The male party should stay in the relationship，，'The 
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male party should stay, out of his responsibility and consideration of the female 
party', and ‘The male party should stay for his own happiness and health'). 
Responses were made on 9-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = neutral, 
and 9 = strongly agree). The four items were aggregated (a = .88). 
ITIQ and ITP. The same three-item scales of ITIQ and ITP were administered to 
participants (Ms = 3.38，4.25, SDs 二 1.03, .81，as = .85，.67，respectively). 
Results and Discussion 
Manipulation Check 
Effort rating was significantly higher in the effort-present (M= 5.85, SD = 1.54) 
than in the effort-absent�M= 5.06, SD = 1.44) condition,�57) = 4.06，p < .05. The 
ITIQ did not affect or moderate the effect of the effort condition. Thus, the 
manipulation was effective. 
Core Analyses 
Multiple regression analyses identical to those of Study 1 were conducted. The 
main effects were nonsignificant, though the effect of the effort condition was 
marginally significant, p = .25，/(56) = 1.89，/? = .07. The interaction effect, however, 
was significant, p = -.60，/(55) 二 -2.78，p < .01. The result is graphically depicted in 
Figure 4. 
Ancillary analyses showed that entity theorists {\SD above mean) gave similar 
advice regardless of the level of effort perceived, p = -.11, /(55) = -.59, ns. On the 
contrary, incremental theorists {\SD below mean) were more likely to recommend 
that the male party stay in the effort-present than in the effort-absent situation, p = 59, 
/(55) = 3.36，/? <.001. 
Summary 
The results supported the argument that the partner's effort serves as a 
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behavioral cue for incremental theorists in an if-then fashion, such that the partner's 
effort encourages relationship-maintaining behaviours. However, entity theorists 
react similarly in response to different levels of the partner's effort. Study 5 sought to 
replicate the findings of Study 4 within one's present close relationship. 
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Figure 4. Pro-relational Recommendation as a Function of ITIQ and Perception of 
Partner's Effort (Study 4) 
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Study 5: Relating Strategies as a Function of Implicit Theories and Perception of 
Partner's Effort: A Dyadic Study 
The goals of the present study were three-fold. First, it aimed to test the findings 
of Study 4 within one's current relationship, such that one's own behaviours are 
influenced by the interaction between one's ITIQ and perception of partner's effort 
{actor effect). At the same time, to take full advantages of the dyadic design, the 
study also examined how one's behaviours are influenced by the interaction between 
partner's ITIQ and partner's perception of one's effort {partner effect). Moreover, the 
discriminant validity of ITIQ from other relational constructs, namely implicit 
theories of relationship and attachment styles, was examined. 
It is presumed that entity and incremental theorists may prefer different means 
for dealing with their current relationship based upon their different appraisals of the 
instrumentality of these means. Specifically, it is hypothesized that, if the partner 
puts forth effort, incremental (versus entity) theorists tend to influence the partner 
and adjust their behaviours, as these behavioural means are likely to foster relational 
adjustment. In contrast, while change is perceived unlikely, the entity theorists may 
prefer more passive cognitive strategies (e.g., devaluation of alternatives) over other 
behavioural means that aim to improve a relationship. Moreover, in this study, we 
further examine the psychological implications of implicit theories on relationship 
quality of both parties. The implications were studied as an open research question. 
Method 
Participants 
Forty-four heterosexual, romantic couples (mean age = 20.76) were recruited 
and each paid HK$50. The participants all reported that their current romantic 
relationship involved exclusive dating. The mean length of the romantic relationship 
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was 16.88 months (ranging from one to 52 months). 
Procedure 
Partners of each couple were assigned to different time-slots to reduce socially 
desirable responding. Upon arrival, participants were asked to complete the 
following questionnaires. The English questionnaires were translated into Chinese 
and back-translated to ensure equivalence before use. 
Measures of Independent Variables 
ITIQ and ITR The three-item scales were administered to participants. 
Perception ofpartner 's and own effort, and partner 's and own current levels of 
interpersonal quality. The same set of questionnaires used in Study 4 was used to 
assess one's perception of the partner's and one's own levels on the two dimensions. 
Measures of Pro-relationship Behaviours 
Approach and avoidance commitment. A 12-item scale mapping the approach 
and avoidance motivational components of commitment (Frank & Brandstatter，2002) 
was used. Approach commitment refers to the commitment motivated by the 
affective attachment, and intrinsic rewards associated with the relationship itself; 
avoidance commitment refers to the commitment due to the cost of leaving the 
relationship, or the obligation to remain in the relationship. A sample item for 
approach commitment is ‘I identify with my partner'; for avoidance commitment, ‘I 
feel a responsibility towards my partner to continue this relationship'. Participants 
made their ratings using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 5 = 
strongly agree). 
Devaluation of alternatives. A two-item scale mapping valuation of alternatives 
was constructed. The two items were, 'Apart from your current partner, you have a 
lot of great choices available' and 'Apart from your current partner, you feel attracted 
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by other people of the opposite sex'. Participants rated on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = 
strongly disagree, and 7 = strongly agree). The questions are reverse scored to 
represent the concept of devaluation of alternatives, which has been considered as a 
relationship-protective cognitive mechanism through social comparison (Johnson & 
Rusbult, 1989; Lydon, Fitzsimons, & Loren, 2003). 
Adjustment and influence behaviours. Six items adopted from Locke's 
Circumplex Scale of Interpersonal Values (2000) were used to map onto adjustment 
and influence behaviours. Adjustment refers to one's behavioural change to fit the 
demands of another person, while influence refers to one's expression of demands in 
order to change the behaviours of another person. Sample items involve, 'When I 
have conflict with my partner, I will change his or her thoughts' {influence items), 
and 'When I have conflict with my partner, I will do what he or she wants' 
{adjustment items). 
Previous research suggested that adjustment and influence behaviours are 
essential to foster improvement in a relationship and hence its success (Horowitz, 
Wilson, Turan, Zolotsev, Constantino, & Henderson，2006; Tiedens & Fragale，2003). 
Recent research (Tsai，Miao，Seppala, Fung, & Yeung，2007) has supported the 
adequacy of the chosen items in mapping onto the two constructs. Participants made 
their ratings using a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 7 = strongly 
agree). 
Measures of Relationship Weil-Being 
Relationship quality components. The 18-item scale of relationship quality 
(Fletcher, Simpson，& Thomas，2000) was used to capture the general quality of the 
romantic relationship. The scale consists of six different components of relationship 
quality, namely, relationship satisfaction, commitment, intimacy, trust, passion, and 
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love. Participants responded on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = very little, and 7 二 very 
much). 
Need fulfillment. The nine-item Need Satisfaction Scale (La Guardia, Ryan, 
Couchman, & Deci，2000) was used to assess participants' perceptions of their 
partner's support for the three basic needs for autonomy, competence, and 
relatedness. The fulfillment of these basic needs within a relationship has been 
proven important to the quality of one's relational well-being and adjustment (e.g., 
Knee, Lonsbary, Canevello, & Patrick, 2005; La Guardia et al., 2000; Patrick, Knee, 
Canevello, & Lonsbary, 2007). Sample items include, ‘When I am with my partner, I 
feel free to be who I am.，{autonomy item), 'When I am with my partner, I feel like a 
competent person.' {competence item), and 'When I am with my partner, I feel loved 
and cared about.' {relatedness item). Responses were made on 7-point Likert scales 
(1 = not at all true, to 7 = very true). 
Measures for Discriminative Validity 
Implicit theories of relationship. The 24-item scale of Implicit Theories of 
Relationship (Knee, 1998) was administered. The measurement consists of two 
subscales capturing destiny (e.g., ^Relationships that do not start off well inevitably 
fail，）and growth beliefs (e.g., ‘A successful relationship evolves through hard work 
and resolution of incompatibilities.'). Participants responded on a 7-point Likert 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 7 = strongly agree). 
Attachment styles. Eighteen items with high factor loadings in a large Hong 
Kong Chinese sample {n = 306) were extracted from the original 36-item 
Experiences in Close Relationship Scale (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver，1998). Two 
subscales measuring attachment anxiety and avoidance were used. Sample items 
include, ‘I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down' for attachment 
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avoidance, and 'I worry a lot about my relationships' for attachment anxiety. 
Participants responded on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, and 7 = 
strongly agree). 
The reliability and descriptive statistics of the scales are presented in Table 3. 
For detailed correlation matrices, see Appendices B and C. 
Table 3 
Cronbach Alphas and Descriptive Statistics (Study 5) 
A l p h a M SD 
Relational Styles 
ITIQ .86 4.14 1.15 
ITP .78 4.87 .93 
Destiny Theory of Relationship .70 3.85 .64 
Growth Theory of Relationship .73 5.07 .56 
Attachment Anxiety .80 4.05 .93 
Attachment Avoidance .78 2.82 .85 
Self- and Partner Perception 
Perception of the Partner's Effort .93 4.39 1.34 
Perception of Own Effort .92 4.55 1.33 
Perception of the Partner's Interpersonal Quality .89 5.88 .71 
Perception of Own Interpersonal Quality .86 5.76 .66 
Commitment Indices 
Approach Commitment .60 2.67 .64 
Avoidance Commitment .66 3.54 .62 
Pro-relationship Behaviours 
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Devaluation to Alternatives .58 2.86 .85 
Adjustment .56 5.06 .82 
Influence .59 4.97 .78 
Table 3 (Cont'd) “ 
Need Fulfillment 
Relatedness .73 5.75 .82 
Autonomy .48 5.20 .85 
Competence .73 4.74 1.01 
Overall .73 5.23 .66 
Relationship Quality Components 
Satisfaction .83 5.60 .77 
Commitment .86 5.73 1.00 
Intimacy .79 5.80 .77 
Trust .75 5.31 1.04 
Passion .70 5.32 .73 
Love .86 4.77 .90 
Overall .93 5.59 .69 
Results and Discussion 
Overview of Analytical Strategies for the Dyadic Data 
In this study, the Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (APIM; Kashy & Kenny， 
2000) was used to examine how one's psychological outcome is influenced by one's 
own input {actor effect) and that of the partner {partner effect). Multilevel analyses 
based upon APIM were conducted along with the aid of HLM 6.0 (Raudenbush, 
Bryk, Cheong, & Congdon，2004)，following the procedures recommended by 
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Campbell and Kashy (2002) and Kenny, Kashy and Cook (2006). 
In the multilevel analyses, two sets of equations were specified below: 
Within-dyad level: 
y = Po + P i (AITIQ) + p 2 (APE) + p 3 (AITIQ*APE) + P4 (PITIQ) + p s 
(PPE) 
+ P6 (PITIQ*PPE) + r 
Between-dyad level: 
P o = Yoo + u o 
P i = Y i o 
P 2 = Y 2 0 
P 3 = Y 3 0 
P 4 = Y 4 0 
p5 = Y50 
p6 = Y60 
In the within-dyad equation, y is the outcome variable; po is the intercept for the 
dyad; Pi，p2，P3 are the slopes characterizing the associations between the actor's 
psychological outcome and the actor's psychological input, namely actor's ITIQ, 
their perception of partner's effort, and the interaction effect between the two terms; 
p4，p5，p6 are referred as the slopes corresponding to the effects of partner's implicit 
theories, partner's perception of the actor's effort, and their interaction; r is the 
residual variance within a dyad. Standardized scores of ITIQ, and perception of 
partner's effort were used in the equations. Moreover, the interaction term of the two 
variables was the product of their standardized scores. All the predictors were 
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grand-mean centered. 
In the between-dyad equation, yoo, to y6o are the average values of the 
corresponding ps. uq is used to model between-dyad variation of po, as this random 
component represents the intraclass correlation between the dyad members on the 
dependent variables. Three decimals of the regression coefficients are reported given 
that the coefficients are usually small in multilevel analyses (e.g., Chang, 2003). 
It is important to note that there is no established inferential test for deciphering 
interaction terms in dyadic analyses, given the interdependent data structure such that 
the scores of two parties are nested within a dyad. Hence, as a cursory illustration, 
subsequent follow-up analyses for the interactions would adopt a less powerful 
statistical tool, the ordinal least square (OLS) regression (Aiken & West，1991) 
which neglects the data's interdependency. 
Preliminary Analyses 
Preliminary analyses showed that gender, age, and length of the romantic 
relationship did not moderate the effect presented in the following analyses, and 
hence, these variables will not be discussed. The findings showed that the ITIQs of 
the male and female partners are not related, r(44) = -.15，ns. Further analyses based 
upon the abovementioned APIM procedures suggested that there was moderate 
consensus between self and partner's rating on the level of effort one invests, p 
=.474，�86) = 4.73，/? < .001. Thus, an individual's perception of partner's effort 
bears some degree of objectivity within the relationship. However, there was little 
consensus on the level of interpersonal quality one has, P = .114，/(86) = .72, ns. The 
result recapitulates the argument (Holmes & Boon，1990; Huston & Gds, 1993) that 
people tend to have biased perception of a partner's interpersonal quality before a 
long history of interaction has passed. 
Implicit Theories 40 
Additional analyses were done to ensure that different implicit theorists perceive 
their and their partner's personalities and effort similarly. Based upon APIM analyses, 
different psychological outcomes were regressed against the ITIQs of both parties. 
The result showed that ITIQs did not relate to perception of own and partner's 
personalities and effort (/s < 1.5). Hence, the subsequent findings related to implicit 
theories cannot be explained in terms of differential perception. Moreover, there were 
no three-way interactions between ITIQ, perception of partner's personality and 
effort on the outcome measures, and hence, these results will not be discussed. 
The Actor Effect of ITIQ and Perception of Partner，s Effort 
Pro-relationship behaviours. The results are summarized in Table 4. The ITIQ 
in general did not correlate with one's own assessment of relational quality, except 
for commitment, p = -.265, /(81) = - 2 m , p < .05. However, ITIQ did not correlate 
with specific approach versus avoidance components of commitment (/s < 1.7). Thus, 
it suggested that ITIQ links to a global tendency of commitment. 
Interestingly, ITIQ also moderates the effect of perception of partner's effort on 
one's behaviours, such as devaluation of alternatives, p = -143，/(81) = -1.73,p 二 .09, 
adjustment behaviours, P = -143，/(81) = -2.06,/? < .05 and influence behaviours, p = 
-106，/(81) = -2.01,/? < .05，in an if-then fashion (see Figure 5). The results suggest 
that incremental versus entity theorists prefer different strategies in response to the 
partner's effort. The OLS regression showed that, if the partner shows more effort, 
incremental theorists {\SD below the scale mean) are more likely to express their 
demands to the partner and also adjust their behaviours according to the demands of 
their partner, Ps = .364 and .358，/s(81) = 2.46 and 2.41,/7S < .05. On the contrary, 
entity theorists {ISD above the scale mean) did not increase their influence and 
adjustment behaviours in response to their partner's effort, ps = .008 and .094，/s(81) 
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= .62 and .05，ns, respectively. Instead, they have a marginal tendency to display 
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Table 4 
Regression Coefficients in Multilevel Analyses (Study 5) 
Actor Effect Partner Effect 
AITIQAPE AITIQ*APE PITIQPPE PITIQ*PPE 
Commitment Indices 
Approach Commitment -.117 -.076 -.004 -.135t .002 -.078 
Avoidance Commitment -.098 -.078 .000 -.141* -.105 -057 
Pro-relationship Behaviours 
Devaluation to Alternatives -.059 .048 .143卞 -.050 -.011 .109 
Adjustment -.085 .150 -.143* -.027 .001 .043 
Influence -.031 .180* -.106* .028 .092 .011 
Need Fulfillment 
Relatedness -.165 卞 . 0 1 2 .046 - . 195卞 . 031 -.015 
Autonomy -.127t .028 -.004 -.125 -.098 -.194* 
Competence -.215* -.116 .002 .108 .005 -.108 
Overall -.169** -.026 .015 -.070 -.021 -.106卞 
Relationship Quality Components 
Satisfaction -.101 -.032 .076 -.164卞-.032 -.004 
Commitment -.265* .118 -.053 -.088 -.114 .056 
Intimacy -.091 .035 .072 -.116 .021 .014 
Trust -.104 -.092 .145 -.033 .091 -.030 
Passion -.108 -.031 .099 -.096 .026 .053 
Love -.144 -.037 .151* -.106 .008 .001 
Overall -.096 -.018 .108卞 -.091 .016 .018 
AITIQ 二 Actor's implicit theory of interpersonal quality, APE = Actor's perception of the 
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partner's effort, PITIQ = Partner's implicit theory of interpersonal quality, PPE = 
Partner's perception of the actor's effort 
Note. #=81.卞/?<.10，*p < .05’ **/?<.01. 
devaluation of alternatives in response to their partner's effort, p = -.223, /(81) 二 1.42， 
p = .16; while incremental theorists did not, p = .111, /(81) = .73, ns. 
The results are consistent with the speculation based upon the differential 
appraisals of instrumentality of these means. Incremental (versus entity) theorists 
prefer adjustment and influence behaviours because they believe that these means 
can improve the relationship. In contrast, entity theorists prefer cognitive devaluation 
of alternatives over proactive behavioural strategies, because they tend to believe that 
these behavioural strategies are unlikely to foster improvement. As a coping strategy 
(Johnson & Rusbult，1989; Karney & Frye，2002; Lydon et al., 2003)，entity theorists 
may be more likely to rely on devaluation of alternatives to sustain the relative 
attractiveness of their partner through engaging in social comparison. Indeed, the 
pattern is consistent with previous findings that entity theorists tend to rely on social 
comparisons rather than intrapersonal or temporal comparisons to get motivated and 
gain self-worth (Butler, 2000; Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett，1988). Still, this 
cognitive means may not be as effective in a long run, given that improvement of a 
relationship is more crucial for the maintenance of that relationship (e.g.，Halford et 
al., 1994; Levine & Markman，2001). 
Relationship well-being. The result suggested that entity (versus incremental) 
theorists find that their three basic needs of autonomy, relatedness, and competence 
are less fulfilled within the relationship, though the associations with the former two 
variables were only marginally significant. The explanation is straightforward: as 
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Figure 5. Psychological Outcomes as a Function of Actor's ITIP and Actor's Perception of Partner's Effort 
Note. E = Entity Theorists {+\SD\ I = Incremental Theorists {-\SD) 
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entity theorists tend to see faults in stable terms (Dweck, 2006), they tend to feel 
dissatisfied even when the partner only displays few undesired behaviours. Thus, 
they may find it hard to satisfy their needs within a relationship. 
Finally, the interaction effect between ITIQ and perception of partner's effort 
also affects one relationship quality, namely love, p = .151 ,�81) = 2.14,/? < .05. 
Specifically, ancillary analyses by OLS regression showed that entity theorists 
experience similar levels of love toward the partner regardless of the partner's effort 
perceived, p = .127, /(81) = .81, ns\ however, counter-intuitively, incremental 
theorists tend to experience less love if they perceive that their partner put in more 
effort, p = -.209, t(81) = -1.39，/? = .18. One direct explanation is that, given that most 
couples recruited had only dated for an average of one and a half years, they may still 
confront major challenges and difficulties in their relationship. When the relational 
parties invest more to confront these difficulties, they may encounter more frequent 
and intense challenges and conflicts, which may in turn decrease their satisfaction 
with the relationship (Holmes & Murray, 1996). Still, it is presumed that the duration 
of such relational dissatisfaction is temporary. Once the relational self-regulation 
brings improvement, the relational satisfaction will increase. 
The Partner Effect of ITIQ and Perception of Partner，s Effort 
Pro-relationship behaviours. The analyses also showed that partner's ITIQ 
negatively predicted one's approach and avoidance commitment (approach: p = -.135, 
/(81) = -1.76,;? = .08; avoidance: p 二 -.141，/(81) = 2.12，/? < .05). The result suggests 
that incremental (versus entity) theorists tend to elicit more commitment from the 
partner, for either hedonic reasons or out of a sense of responsibility and the cost of 
leaving the relationship, and this is important to set up a harmonious context for joint 
investments into a relationship. 
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Relationship well-being. The fulfillment of one's autonomy need was influenced 
by the interaction of partner's ITIQ and partner's perception of one's own effort, |3 = 
-.194，�81) = -2.53,/? < .05. Additional analyses by OLS regression showed that 
one's autonomy need is less likely to be fulfilled by a partner who holds an entity 
theory, and perceives the actor as putting forth effort, (3 二 -.276，�81) = -2.00,p < .05; 
the result did not generalize to the partners who hold an incremental theory, p = -.008, 
/(81) = -.07，ns (see Figure 6). The pattern of results may be explained by the 
findings of this study plus the Kammrath and Dweck (2006) claim that entity 
theorists tend to be less active and expressive in responding to partner's investment. 
Thus, their partners are unlikely to feel appreciated for the spontaneous investment, 
and thus judge that their need for autonomy is dissatisfied within the relational 
context. 
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Figure 6. Fulfillment of Autonomy Need as a Function of Partner's ITIP and 
Partner's Perception of Actor's Effort (Study 5) 
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Discriminative Validity of ITIQ 
In general, the ITIQ was distinct from implicit theories of personality and 
relationship and attachment styles. The results from APIM analyses showed that the 
ITIQ was weakly associated with implicit theories of personality and destiny belief 
about relationships, (ps = .442 and 195，,s(86) = 4.53 and .2.86,ps < .01, and did not 
correlate with growth belief about relationships, P 二 -.077, /(86) = -.183,/? = .07. 
Moreover, ITIQ was weakly? associated with attachment avoidance, p 二 .195, /(86)= 
2.53,/? < .05，and did not correlate with attachment anxiety, p = .044, ,(86) = .40, ns. 
Importantly, these variables did not replicate the moderation effect of ITIQ on the 
link between perception of the partner's effort and the various outcome measures. 
Hence again, the result suggested that ITIQ is a domain-specific belief that is distinct 
from beliefs specific to other domains. Moreover, the ITIQ is also distinct from 
attachment styles, which are multifaceted in nature (e.g., Mikulincer & Shaver，2005; 
Shaver & Mikulincer，2002). The results imply the importance of domain-specific 
beliefs in deciphering specific relational outcomes. 
Brief Summary 
In sum, the results suggested that incremental (versus entity) theorists tend to 
behave differently in response to their partner's effort. First, despite the finding that 
incremental (versus entity) theorists tend to experience less love when their partner 
puts forth effort，they tend to actively involve themselves in the relationship 
improvement process by adjusting their behaviours to accompany their partner's 
self-regulation, and influence the partner to meet their demands. In addition, 
surprisingly, entity theorists also tend to exhibit a relationship-protective mechanism, 
though the strategy alone may not be an effective means in a long run. Specifically, 
entity theorists tend to cognitively devalue alternative partners if they perceive that 
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their current partner puts forth effort. In short, the results again supported that 
implicit theories set up preferences among different behavioral strategies. 
Secondly, it showed implicit theories is also linked to need fulfillment within a 
relationship. Entity theorists feel that their basic needs are not satisfied within the 
relationship; moreover, they are also likely to fulfill their partner's autonomy need if 
their partner is perceived to put forth effort. The results imply that entity (versus 
incremental) theorists are less likely to create enjoyable relationship experiences for 
both themselves and their partners. 
Finally, the result suggested that the effect of the domain-specific ITIQ is not 
replaceable by other more general relational constructs, such as attachment styles and 
implicit theories of personality and relationship. The results recapitulate the 
argument that domain-specific beliefs are better predictors of the outcomes with their 
domain. 
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Chapter Three: General Discussion 
The objective of the present research was to examine the role of implicit 
theories in interpersonal cognition and behaviours in response to partner's effort and 
put forth an epistemic explanation that accounts for why people do or do not infer 
goodness from the partner's effort and in turn support their partner's dedication to the 
process of relationship regulation. The results across a series of five studies have 
provided support for the position that incremental theorists are more inclined to 
appreciate and support their partner's effort than are entity theorists. 
Summary of the Findings 
The results of the first three studies support the notion that incremental theorists 
are more inclined than entity theorists to believe that improvement is contingent 
upon effort, such that they expect that the partner will improve as long as the partner 
puts forth effort (Studies 1 and 3). Additional evidence from Study 2 showed that, 
compared with entity theorists, incremental theorists are also more likely to 
understand the persistence of negative personal qualities in terms of dynamic 
psychological factors ("He or she does not put out enough effort.”）versus stable 
personality traits ("He or she just can't change it."). 
Moreover, Studies 4 and 5 suggested that, unlike entity theorists, incremental 
theorists are inclined to act more proactively in response to a partner's effort. In the 
hypothetical situation presented in Study 4, incremental theorists recommended that 
people stay in a currently problematic relationship if the partner puts forth effort to 
change, but entity theorists ignore a partner's effort in making their recommendation. 
Moreover, Study 5 showed that entity (versus incremental) theorists opt for different 
strategies in response to their partner's pro-relationship effort based upon the 
perceived instrumentality of the strategies (Baldwin, 2005; Kammrath & Dweck, 
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2006). Incremental theorists tend to use behavioral means by adjusting their 
behaviours and influencing partner's behaviours when the partner displays effort, in a 
belief that these behaviours can eventually bring changes. 
Interestingly, entity theorists also display certain behavioral responses to 
partner's effort by devaluing alternative partners, though they tend to behave 
passively and deny the possibility of an ultimate improvement of the relationship. 
This suggests that entity theorists do respond to the partner's effort, but they tend to 
express their appreciation in a less effective way if we take a long-term frame. So, 
why do entity theorists value the partner's effort? One reason is that forgiveness and 
tolerance in the presence of the partner's improving effort is considered socially 
appropriate and is treasured (Hendy et al., 2003). Hence, entity theorists may still 
appreciate the partner's effort at a somewhat moderate level. 
Intriguingly, taking the advantage of the dyadic design, Study 5 also suggested 
that people's holding of implicit theories influences the fulfillment of their own and 
their partner's basic needs. Specifically, entity theorists tend to judge that their basic 
needs for autonomy, relatedness, and competence are less fulfilled within their 
romantic relationship; importantly, entity theorists are also less likely to support the 
fulfillment of their partner's autonomy needs if they perceive their partner as putting 
forth effort. These results are consistent with Au and Chiu's (2006) findings that 
fixed theorists may find effort an undesired quality and tend to discourage the 
maintenance of partner's effort. 
The general findings suggest that implicit theories affect how people infer from 
and respond to a partner's effort. These findings seem unconfounded by motivational 
biases，given that the results were similar regardless of the perspective (as a partner 
versus a third person) participants held. Moreover, it is worth noting that, in contrast 
Implicit Theories 51 
with the more domain-specific implicit theories of interpersonal quality, the more 
general implicit theories of personality did not predict well in this series of studies. In 
addition, as noted in Study 5，the effect of implicit theories of interpersonal quality is 
not replaceable by other relational constructs, such as implicit theories of 
relationships and attachment styles. Again, it suggested that domain-specific implicit 
theories are more sensitive to the outcomes within that domain (e.g., Dweck et al.， 
1995). 
Implicit Theories as Meaning Systems of Relational Cues 
Consistent with the CAPS model (Mischel & Shoda，1995, 1998)，people's 
cognitive and cognitive-behavioral responses are found to be determined by the 
situational cues (i.e., the partner's effort) in an if-then fashion. More importantly, the 
association between perception of a partner's effort and a behavioural response is 
moderated by one's implicit theories or meaning frameworks in a theoretically 
consistent way. The results are in parallel with the previous findings that what 
matters most is not what the interpersonal experience is but what it means to the 
perceiver (e.g.，Knee & Boon，2001; Marigold, Holmes, & Ross，2007; Murray et al., 
2006). 
Thus, what meanings people's beliefs set up are crucial questions in the 
relationship studies. As an extension of this idea, the identification of dysfunctional 
implicit beliefs (e.g., DeBord, Romans, & Krieshok，1996; Eidelson & Epstein，1982) 
may also improve programs of couple education and therapies. In particular, the 
present research showed that an entity theory tends to create relational problems as 
well as a host of problems in other domains (Dweck, 2000, 2006). Future couple 
education and therapies may consider fostering changes of such a maladaptive belief. 
As described in the introduction, entity and incremental theorists have 
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differential attention or responsiveness to trait- versus process-based information in 
making social inferences about hypothetical people and in hypothetical situations 
(Chiu et al.，1997; Dweck et al., 1993). The recent and current research suggested 
that implicit theorists may also display similar inferential tendencies in evaluating the 
potential of one's current relationship. For instance, for static (versus dynamic) 
theorists of relationship success, partner's personality and relational characteristics 
influence the relationship quality and longevity to a greater extent (Knee, 1998; Knee 
et al., 2001). Accordingly, entity theorists tend to based upon dispositional 
information of the partner and the relationships to decide if they want to stay in a 
relationship. 
In stark contrast, as partner's effort is a dynamic personal attribute, the present 
research showed that, for incremental (versus entity) personality theorists, partner's 
effort shapes one's prediction about the future and the likelihood of displaying 
relationship-improving behaviours (e.g., adjusting one's behaviours and influencing 
the partner to meet one's demands) that may foster change in outcomes. This result 
further implies that incremental theorists are not always optimistic about the 
relational future; they count on dynamic relational cues. Moreover, the present 
results also suggested that an entity theory can be a source of the specific, 
dysfunctional relationship belief that a partner cannot change (Eidelson & Epstein, 
1982). Though we do not deny that entity theorists also work for the goodness of a 
relationship (Kammrath & Dweck，2006), they tend to rely on static information of 
the partner and the relationship to decide about their commitment toward the 
relationships. Still, as noted in the very beginning, partners tend to access each 
other's personalities inaccurately (Holmes & Boon, 1990; Huston & Geis, 1993); 
once the entity theorist realize the dark side of the partner's authentic personality, 
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they may easily give up their relationships without considering potential 
relationship-improving factors (Dweck, 2006). 
So, do implicit theorists vary in terms of their accuracy in predicting the 
partner's future improvement? They may not. As noted in the literature, individuals 
tend to create a self-fulfilling prophecy consistent with their own expectations 
(Jussim, 1991; Merton, 1948). In this vein, an entity versus incremental theory, 
which shapes different expectations, has been shown to correspond to the actual 
stability versus change of one's own personality (Haslam, Bastian, Fox, & Whelan, 
2007; Robins, Noftle, Trzesniewski, & Roberts, 2005). As suggested from the current 
research, different theorists tend to accompany partner's regulatory effort with 
different behavioral responses. These behavioral inputs may in turn create actual 
stability versus change of partner's personality in a similar self-fulfilling manner. 
Future studies may examine such a proposal with a longitudinal design. 
Implicit Theories as Cognitive Determinants of Temporal Appraisals 
In the literature, perception of temporal improvement has been proposed as a 
psychological expression of self- and relationship-enhancing motivation (e.g., 
Karney & Frye，2002; Sprecher, 1999). Still, a few reviews suggested that one's 
cognitive beliefs may also shape retrospective perception of improvement (Robinson 
& Clore，2002; Ross, 1989). The present research has further supported and extended 
this proposal by demonstrating that cognitive beliefs shapes one's prospective 
prediction of improvement by taking into consideration situational information (e.g., 
the partner's effort). 
The previous research has proposed the role of motivation in shaping cognitive 
processes (e.g., Kruglanski, 1989; Kunda, 1990; lesser, 1986). Nonetheless, implicit 
theories may not contribute towards self-serving and relationship-protective 
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motivations for three reasons. First, the implicit theories investigated in the present 
research are general beliefs about the nature of personal attributes; they are not 
specific to the characteristics of one's partner. Thus, it is unlikely to be a direct 
means for attaining relationship-protective goals. 
Second, as suggested before, entity theorists tend to be more responsive to 
partner's dispositional information (i.e., interpersonal quality), while incremental 
theorists are more responsive to the dynamic information of the partner (i.e., effort). 
If implicit theories serve for motivational purposes, entity (incremental) theorists are 
more motivated to perceive their partners to have a high level of interpersonal quality 
(effort). Such a proposal is falsified in Study 5 in that implicit theories did not link to 
perceptions of partner's effort and interpersonal qualities. 
Finally, it is noted that, across various studies, participants made similar 
judgments regardless of the perspective (as a partner or a third person) they took. 
Accordingly, the psychological implications of implicit theories are not unique to 
one's relationship. Hence, in sum, a motivational account may not be a plausible 
explanation for the functions of implicit theories. 
Individual Differences in People ’s Involvement in the Partner ’s Relational 
Self-Regulation 
The study showed that individuals do regulate their cognition and behaviours to 
set up a supportive context for sustaining their partner's effort in the relational 
self-regulatory processes, and may hence increase the partner's need fulfillment and 
possibly ultimate personality change. In a broad sense, it is consistent with the notion 
that relationship does influence one's psychological development (Lehnart & Neyer, 
2006; Neyer & Lehnart，2007; Reis et al., 2000). Specifically, the findings also 
recapitulate the proposal that relational self-regulation is an interdependent process 
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that involves not only one single person, but also depends upon the accompanying 
actions of the other. The joint relational effort is presumably central to the ultimate 
success of relationship improvement. More importantly, the current research further 
suggested huge variations in people's involvement in their partner's self-regulation, 
and that such individual differences can be partly mediated by intrapersonal 
processes (such as meaning analyses). 
So far, the findings are consistent with the clinical literature that beliefs and 
mindsets are essential contributors to one's relationship health (e.g., Beck, 1989; 
Eidelson & Epstein，1982; Hamamci, 2005a, 2005b). These beliefs and mindsets 
shape one's own relational adjustment and outcomes by colouring one's inferences 
and social behaviours in response to interpersonal events (Baldwin, 2005; Bradbury 
& Fincham, 1988). As an extension, the present research further suggested that 
beliefs and mindsets may also fulfill the partner 's relational adjustment and need 
satisfaction. Given that relationship beliefs can foster mutual relational benefits for 
the two parties, the present findings add extra credits for fostering change of both 
parties' dysfunctional beliefs, such as an entity theory of personality, in couple 
education and therapies. 
As noted earlier, a relationship outcome is an interdependent product. In the 
present study, one's involvement in the partner's self-regulation has been studied as a 
function of one's personal characteristics. On the other hand, further studies may also 
examine how one's personal characteristics may elicit partner's involvement in their 
own self-regulation. For instance, openness to exchange may elicit partner's 
involvement in one's own improvement (Ruvolo & Ruvolo，2000). Research these 
questions may help better address the interpersonal dynamics in relational 
self-regulation. 
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Limitations and Future Directions 
Despite its huge implications, the current research bears several limitations and 
implications for future research. First, the current research has illustrated how 
implicit theories guide people to appraise and respond to a partner's effort. Still, the 
results were primarily derived from correlational studies, and thus experimental and 
longitudinal studies are called for before firmer conclusions about causality can be 
drawn. It is worth noting that Study 5 is a part of a longitudinal study, of which the 
second-wave of data is to be collected to address this important question. 
Second, as illustrated in the past literature, implicit theories of disparate 
domains are not necessarily correlated (Dweck et al., 1995). While the present study 
explored the functions of implicit theories in only one important domain for 
relationship successes, future relationship research may further examine the roles of 
implicit theories in other important personal and relationship domains. For instance, 
implicit theories of emotion (Tamir et al•，2007) may shape people's management of 
their own and their partner's anger in relational conflicts. 
Moreover, future research on implicit theories and other relational cognitive 
constructs may also explore their importance in relationship processes other than 
relationship maintenance, which has been primarily examined in the current and past 
research. For instance, it is presumed that, if personal attributes are perceived as 
fixed (versus improvable), individuals may be more careful in selecting potential 
partners by setting stringent (versus flexible) criteria. 
Finally, relational beliefs and mindsets may also apply to understand relational 
dynamics in cross-cultural research. A large volume of research has examined 
cultural differences of relationship outcomes in terms of collectivism versus 
individualism (Brewer & Chen，2007; Markus & Kitayama, 1991; Oyserman, Coon, 
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& Kemmelmeier, 2002). Still, surprisingly, though relationship-pertinent beliefs or 
logics have been speculated on and deployed to decipher cultural differences, they 
are seldom subject to scrutinized examination (e.g., Goodwin & Findlay, 1997; 
Goodwin & Gaines, 2004). While past research found that East Asians are more 
likely to hold a dynamic view of personal attributes than Westerners (e.g., Heine et 
al., 2001; Norenzayan, Choi, & Nisbett，2002)，the results of the present research 
further suggested that this implicit belief may be of huge potential in explaining the 
practices of maintenance and cultivation of established close relationships 
predominating in the East Asian cultures (e.g., Dion & Dion，1996; Tang, Wong, & 
Cheung, 2002). 
Concluding Remarks 
A relationship is an interdependent structure. If the relational experience is or 
becomes suboptimal, it calls for people's dedication to improve the situations. More 
importantly, the relational improvement is dependent upon not just one's dedication 
but also the partner's accompanying assistance. In this vein, continuous united 
devotion of two individuals is a central element to the relational success. So far, the 
current research has demonstrated how one's epistemic beliefs may shape the 
likelihood of appreciation and reciprocation of the partner's effort to become a better 
partner. Further studies are needed in the exploration of other cognitive and 
motivational factors of both parties that cultivate an adaptive development of 
relationships. 
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Appendix A 
The Vignette and Questions Presented in Study 2 
Please read a story about a romantic relationship, and answer the following questions 
relevant to different stages of the relationship. You may rate your response on 7-point 
scales (1 = strongly disagree, 4 = no opinion, and 7 = strongly agree). 
Part 1. Tai-man (the male party) and Siu-fan {the female party) have dated for three 
months. At the beginning of the romantic relationship, they got along with each other 
happily. However, one month later, Siu-fan realized that Tai-man often neglected her 
words and kept secrets from her. 
Question I. Tai-man's problematic interpersonal style can be attributed to: 
a. Inability b. Lack of effort c. Misfortune d. Task difficulties 
Part 2. Siu-fan began to feel impatient of the problem, and she expressed her 
discomfort. Tai-man promised Siu-fan that he would change his behaviours. 
Question 2.L Do you believe that Tai-man would put effort to change? 
Question 2,2, Can Tai-man really improve his interpersonal quality after putting 
effort? 
Part 3, Three months later, the interaction between Tai-man and Siu-fan did not 
improve, and the relationship eventually deteriorated. 
Question 3. The relationship broke down because Tai-man did not: 
a. have good interpersonal capacity b. have luck 
c. put effort to improve his communication d. have an easy solution 
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